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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1. The 1 12-second paragraph rejection against claims 1 and 16 and 102(e) rejection against 
claims 1,3, 8, 10, 11, 13-16 and 19 have withdrawn in response to applicant's amendments and 
arguments filed 10/5/2006. 

Grounds of Rejections 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 8, 10-16, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wooten et al. (US 6,156,580). 

In re claim 1, Wooten et al. teach a computer-implemented method (col. 1, lines 47-48), 
comprising using laser to inspect both front-side defects and back-side defects of a wafer (col 1, 
lines 55-60) and col. 5, lines 48-51); and downloading the front-side and back-side inspection 
data to a microscope review station 110 (col. 1, line 63 through col. 2, line 3 and col. 2, lines 14- 
23) to review the front-side defects and the back-side defects to determine if these defects 
present certain coordination (col. 4, lines 14-17 and col. 8, lines 36-52) and thus to judge if the 
wafer is acceptable (col. 4, lines 17-19). 

Although Wooten et al. do not expressly teach correlating a back-side defect with a front- 
side defect detected a specimen, one of the ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
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review the front-side and back-side defects at certain coordinates (col. 4, lines 14-17) to 
determine a qualitative and/or quantitative mutual relation between the front-side defect and the 
back-side defect. This is because correlating the back-side defect with the front-side defect can 
be reasonably interpreted as finding a mutual relation between the front-side defects and the 
backside defects via reviewing the front-side and backside defects at a certain coordinate (col. 4, 
lines 14-17). Finding the mutual relation would involve determining if a portion of the backside 
defect has correlation with a portion of the front-side defect or if a portion of the backside defect 
matches a portion of the front-side defect. 

In re claim 2, one of the ordinary skill in the art would have readily appreciate that by 
inspecting the front-side and back- side defects (col. 8, lines 36-52) it would be able to determine 
the mutual relation or correlation between the front-side defect and the back-side defect, 
because "inspecting" would include a determination of any relationship between the front-side 
defects and the back-side defects, such as an alignment between the front-side defect pattern and 
the back-side defect pattern. 

In re claim 3, Wooten et al. teach generating a single visual representation of the 
specimen by transmitting the inspection defect data to the microscope review station 108 and 1 10 
(Fig. 1) and to a control computer (col. 9, lines 6-7 and 13-14) to generate a visual representation 
for visual review (e.g. download inspection data to microscope station for visual review, col. 9, 
lines 21-22, 31-32 and col. 10, lines 56-57). 

In re claims 8 and 10, Wooten et al. teach the claimed limitations because by reviewing 
the front-side defects and the back-side defects to determine if these defects present certain 
coordination (col. 4, lines 14-17 and col. 8, lines 36-52), one of the ordinary skilled in the art 
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would be able to determine if a portion of the back-side defect is opposite to a portion of the 
front-side defect and to classify the defects, e.g. to see if the defect patterns are point-defect or 
line-defect or irregular shape defects via the microscope view station as taught by Wooten et al 
In e claims 1 1 and 13, one of the ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
use Wooten' s teachings to classify the defects , as stated in the rejection against claims 8 and 10, 
and further to determine a root cause of the back-side defect (e.g. unwanted debris or 
contaminants) from data representing process history of the specimen while the microscope view 
station as taught by Wooten et al. obviously is capable of classifying and analyzing the defect 
data. 

In re claim 12, one of the ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use 
Wooten's teachings to classify the defects , as stated in the rejection against claims 8 and 10, and 
to determine parameters for the classifying because analyzing and categorizing the defect pattern 
as taught by Wooten would include classifying the defects and determining parameters for the 
classifying. 

In re claims 14 and 15, one of the ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
use Wooten's teachings to classify t he back- side defect and to alter a parameter of a process tool 
in response to the classification or in response to the back-side defect to reduce occurrence of the 
front-side defect on additional specimen since Wooten teaches analyzing and categorizing the 
defect pattern and altering the parameter of a process tool, such as the position of wafer inverters 
1 14 and 1 16 in the microscope review station 110. By analyzing and categorizing the defects 
and altering the positions of the wafer inverters it would lead to reduce occurrence of the front- 
side defect. 
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In re claims 16 and 19, one of the ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
use Wooten's teachings to correlate a back-side defect detected on a back- side of a specimen 
with a front-side defect detected on a front-side of the specimen, as stated in the rejection against 
claim 1, and thus to see if the back-side defect and the front-side defect satisfy one or more 
proximity criteria, because a criteria for selecting the wafer has certain characteristics in the 
specimen (col. 6, lines 25-29). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 20 and 21 are allowed. 

5. Claims 4-7, 9, 17 and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

6. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
In re claim 4, the prior art of record does not teach or suggest identifying data 

representative of a signature of a chuck of a process tool with data generated during detection of 
the backside defect and removing the data representative of the signature of the chuck from data 
generated during detection of the backside defect prior to the correlating. 

In re claim 5, the prior art of record neither teaches nor suggests altering one of the visual 
representations such that the altered visual representation appears as a mirror image of the one 
visual representation, and superimposing the altered and the unaltered visual representations to 
generate an overall visual representation of the specimen. 
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In re claim 9, the prior art of record neither teaches nor suggests altering the coordinates 
defining the location of the backside defect or the coordinates defining the location of the 
frontside defect prior to the comparing. 

In re claim 17, the prior art of record neither teaches nor suggests defining the backside 
defect as a geometrical figure having lateral dimensions larger than the backside defect, wherein 
the one or more proximity criteria are satisfied if at least a portion of the geometrical figure is 
opposite to at least a portion of the frontside defect. 

In re claim 18, the prior art of record does not teach or suggest defining the frontside 
defect as a geometrical figure having lateral dimensions larger than the frontside defect. 

In re claim 20, the prior art of record, either alone or combination, at least does not teach 
or suggest determining if data generated during detection of the backside defects is 
representative of a signature of a chuck of a process tool and removing the data representative of 
the chuck from data generated during detection of the backside defects. 

Response to Arguments 
7. Applicant's arguments filed 10/5/2006 with respect to the rejection against claims 1-3, 8, 
10-16, 19 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for the reasons as follows. 

Applicant asserted that "cited art does not teach or suggest correlating a backside 
defect detected on a specimen with a frontside defect detected on the specimen" (page 1 1); 
and ' Wooten does not teach or suggest using the coordinates of the front side defect and the back 
side defect to "determine if these defects present certain coordination" or for "coordinating the 
front-side and back-side defects" '(second paragraph on page 12). 
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In response to the foregoing arguments, Wooten teach inspecting frontside defects and 
backside defects at the same laser scanning station (col. 4, lines 39-43 and col. 5, lines 53-56) 
and thus reviewing both frontside defects and backside defects on the same microscope review 
station (col. 4, lines 43-45 and col. 5, lines 56-58). The revealed defects are present at a certain 
coordinate (col. 4, lines 15-17). When both frontside defects and backside defects are present at 
the certain coordinates at the microscope review station, one of the ordinary skill in the art would 
readily appreciate any correlation between the.frontsdie defects and the backside defects based 
on any defect pattern located at the certain coordinates. For example, the front side of the 
specimen has circular-shaped black spots (i.e. the frontside defects) located at the same 
coordinates as the backside of the specimen which has also similar black-spot defect pattern. In 
other word, by reviewing the frontside defects and the backside defects at the same microscope 
review station, the ordinary skilled in the art would be able to correlate the frontside defects and 
the backside defects based on the defect patterns located at corresponding coordinates on the 
frontside and the backside of the specimen. 

After all, Wooten' s teachings are illustrative rather than restrictive. One of the ordinary 
skill in the art should not be limited to the particular example taught in the patent (col. 7, lines 
15-18, Wooten). Rather, to correlate the frontside defects and the backside defects based on the 
inspection data present on the same microscope review station is readily apparent to those skill in 
the art upon review of Wooten' s entire teachings (col. 7, lines 19-23). 
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Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hsien-ming Lee whose telephone number is 571-272-1863. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday (7:30 ~ 6:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Smith can be reached on 571-272-1907. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Hsien-ming Lee 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2823 
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